Introduction and Background
Philanthropic behaviour has attracted considerable attention in the economics literature, with theoretical contributions focusing on explaining why some individuals and households give away a portion of their income, whilst empirical contributions have focused on identifying the determinants of donating behaviour. Such interest in this particular facet of individual and household behaviour is not surprising given that recent figures from Giving U.S. A. 2012 estimate total charitable contributions in the U.S. in 2011 at $298.42 billion.
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Over the last four decades, one strand of the empirical literature on the economics of charity has focused on analysis of the decision to donate at the individual or household level, with particular attention paid to the impact of tax deductibility and the corresponding price and income effects. The empirical analysis of charitable donations has benefited from both methodological advances with respect to econometric techniques as well as the increased availability and quality of individual and household level data. Andreoni (2006) provides a comprehensive survey of the influences on charitable donations established in the existing economics literature, with economic factors such as income as well as demographic characteristics playing important roles in explaining patterns of donating behaviour observed at the individual and household levels.
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One area, which has attracted less interest in the existing empirical literature in economics, concerns the relationship between the donating behaviour of parents and their offspring. Conversely, there is a growing related empirical literature in economics exploring intergenerational relationships related to attitudes and behaviours such as trust, risk attitudes and sociability. For example, Guiso et al. (2008) model the intergenerational transmission of priors about the trustworthiness of others within an overlapping generations framework, whilst Dohmen et al. (2012) explore the intergenerational transmission of trust and risk attitudes using the German Socio-Economic Panel. Finally, using data drawn from the U.S.
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1979, Okumura and Usui (2010) explore the effect of parents' social skills on their children's sociability. Thus, the intergenerational transmission of a wide range of skills, economic outcomes and attitudes has been the subject of much theoretical and empirical scrutiny in the economics literature.
In contrast, the intergenerational relationship between the donating behaviour of parents and their offspring remains relatively unexplored from an empirical perspective in the economics literature, which may reflect the shortage of data in this area. One interesting exception is Wilhelm et al. (2008) , who estimate the correlation between the generosity of parents and that of their adult children using data drawn from the U.S. Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID). The findings, which are based on a wide array of econometric techniques and specification tests, indicate a strong positive correlation between the religious donations of parents and their adult children, a correlation in the same order of magnitude as that for intergenerational relationships with respect to income and wealth. For secular giving, a positive correlation remains, albeit, smaller in magnitude. Becker (1993) argues that children are heavily influenced by the attitudes and behaviour of their parents, with childhood experiences during the formative early years serving to shape individuals' preferences. Hence, empirical investigation into whether an intergenerational relationship exists between parental donations and that of their offspring pre-adulthood would seem warranted. For example, parents, who wish to instil in their offspring altruistic attitudes and encourage philanthropic behaviour, may display altruistic behaviour themselves in order to serve as role models. Evidence from the social psychology literature based on controlled laboratory experiments cited by Cox and Stark (1996) indicates that children's pro-social behaviour increases with the pro-social behaviour of their role models. Such contributions highlight the important role of social learning, which has attracted considerable attention in the social psychology literature, whereby children learn to behave in a pro-social manner by imitating models behaving pro-socially (Lévy-Garboua et al., 2006) . 3 Similarly, findings from the child psychology literature suggest that role-modelling plays an important role in developing this type of pro-social altruistic behaviour in young children (see, for example, Grusec, 1991 , for a review of the psychology literature on the socialisation of altruism in young children).
In the context of analysing the extent to which parents aim to inculcate in their children certain attitudes, Stark (1996, 2005) explore the 'demonstration effect' whereby parents teach their children the 'desired' future behaviour by setting an example themselves. They focus on preference shaping in the context of facilitating intergenerational exchange in the provision of care, where parents take care of their own parents in order to elicit future care from their children. They present empirical evidence consistent with the 'demonstration effect'. Schokkaert (2006) comments that their theoretical model provides insight into the 'formation of dutiful altruists.' 4 Clearly, for such preference shaping to take place, the children must be young enough to respond to such modelling. Similarly, Ribar and Wilhelm (2006) report results in accordance with a role model explanation for the transmission of attitudes relating to intergenerational assistance. In the context of volunteering, Bekkers (2007) reports evidence based on Dutch survey data supporting a positive relationship between volunteering and parental volunteering. For example, parental volunteering for quasi-religious associations is found to increase the probability of children's 3 Recent evidence by de Oliveira et al. (2012) demonstrates that choices in a laboratory public goods game predict giving in real donation experiments, as well as self-reported donations and volunteering outside of the laboratory, suggesting that evidence from such laboratory experiments provide valuable predictions for behaviour in different settings. 4 In a similar vein, Bisin and Verdier (2001) analyse the dynamics of preference traits in the context of intergenerational cultural transmission.
volunteering for secular associations, controlling for key characteristics such as religion, education, wealth and personality. Our findings suggest that whether a child donates to charity is influenced by positive effects from whether the parent donates to charity. However, this intergenerational correlation disappears once we control for whether the parent talks to their child about donating to charity. This finding is robust to a number of alternative estimation strategies and suggests that such parental verbalisations are what matter in shaping a child's altruistic behaviour.
Data and Methodology
We use data drawn from the U.S. where for the latter 1,506 children were successfully re-interviewed (90% of target), and is a nationally representative and longitudinal database of children. The CDS contains additional information relating to parents in the PSID and their children, with the objective being to provide information on early human capital formation. In cases where there were more than two eligible children in the family, two were randomly selected to take part in the CDS.
With regards to the structure of the interviews in the PSID-CDS for those households with a child, an interviewer visits the household and obtains written permission to interview the child(ren) from the primary caregiver. Firstly, in the CDS, the child(ren) is (are) interviewed in person using computer assisted personal interviewing (CAPI), including an In the core PSID, households are asked about total donations to charity over the respective calendar years, providing detailed information about the parent's donating behaviour. 6 The responses to this set of questions are used to create a binary indicator of whether the parent donates to charity, P Y . 7 The Center on Philanthropy Panel Study (COPPS), which provides data on giving and volunteering by families, is the generosity module in the core PSID.
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The matched child-parent data reveals that, on average, over the two years, 72% of children report that they donate to charity compared to 60% of parents, whilst 70% of parents 6 The information on giving data has been shown to be nationally representative, see Wilhelm (2006) . 7 The definition of a charitable organization in the PSID includes 'religious or non-profit organizations that help those in need or that serve and support the public interest'. report that they talk to their child about donating to charity. In the matched sample, 45% of the observations are characterised by the parent and the child both donating to charity, with only 13% reporting that neither the parent nor the child donates to charity. Interestingly, 27%
of observations are characterised by the child reporting that they donate to charity, whilst the parent indicates that they do not donate to charity compared to only 15% where the parent reports that they donate to charity and the child reports that they do not donate to charity. The data also reveals that in the case where the parent talks to the child about donating to charity, 77% of children report that they donate to charity.
We explore the intergenerational transmission of altruistic behaviour by considering the influence of parental donating behaviour on the probability that their offspring donates to charity. Defining * C Y as the propensity to donate by the child, estimating the following univariate probit model provides a direct test of the intergenerational effect where parental donating P Y is initially treated as an exogenous variable:
For example, if the estimate of  is positive this would suggest that the children of parents who donate are more likely to donate. We then consider whether the likelihood that the child donates to charity is influenced by their parent talking to them about donating, initially treating this as an exogenous variable, which is captured by the 0
In addition, the interaction term in equation (2) Thus, our system framework allows for the endogeneity of the parent's donating behaviour and whether they talk to their offspring about making charitable donations. We specify a system of three latent equations as follows: model with a recursive simultaneous structure. Identification is ensured through exclusion restrictions and a highly non-linear specification. For instance, P X and T X contain separate instruments that do not appear in C X , as detailed below. The MVP specification with potentially non-zero off-diagonal elements in  allows for correlations across the disturbances of the three latent equations which embody unobserved characteristics. The system of equations allows for the estimation of several joint and conditional probabilities, such as,
We also explore the effect of the amount of parental donations by estimating the monetary amount donated by the family in equation (4a) not making a charitable donation. 9 This system framework allows for the endogeneity of both the amount that the parent donates and whether they talk to their offspring about making charitable donations. We specify a system of three equations, with one censored dependent variable and two latent dependent variables, as follows:
In the psychology literature, results from laboratory experiments have indicated that the more generous a role model is (in our application, the parent in terms of the level of their donation) the larger is the effect that they have (Lévy-Garboua et al., 2006) . Thus, we explore whether the effect of parental donating behaviour on the probability that the child donates is increasing in the amount that the parent gives to charity. Given that the dependent variable in equation (4a) is now a censored variable, i.e. some parents do not donate to charity so there is clustering at zero, and the dependent variables in equations (4b) and (4c) are probabilities, the model is estimated simultaneously by a conditional (recursive) mixed process estimator in STATA 12 using the CMP command, see Roodman (2009) .
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We also estimate treatment effects of the endogenous variables in both systems, i.e. in terms of equations (3a) to (3c), the impact of whether the parent donates on whether the child donates to charity and the impact of whether the parent talks to the child about donating to charity on whether the child donates to charity. Three widely used measures of treatment effects are ones that average over all individuals (ATE), ones that average over only the treated (ATET) and ones that average over only the untreated (ATEUT). For instance, focusing upon equations (3a) to (3c), the three measures of the treatment effects of P Y on
Y  , where the likelihood of the child donating is also conditioned upon the parent talking to them about making charitable donations, can be obtained as follows:
10 Unfortunately, information relating to how much the child donates is not available in the CDS. (4a) to (4c).
In both of the systems of equations, the computation of marginal effects in these models is fairly complex given the endogenous structure of the model and the presence of common variables across the three equations. We therefore estimate them via numerical derivatives of the multivariate normal distribution functions with respect to the exogenous variables. In addition, we can obtain marginal effects not only on marginal probabilities but also on joint and conditional probabilities. Treatment effects are also calculated using numerical gradients given they are highly non-linear functions of X and analytical solutions are difficult to obtain. The corresponding standard errors are computed using the delta method. 11 Consider the trivariate binary model shown in equations (3a) Greene (2012) . Similarly, direct and indirect effects occur when estimating equations (4a) to (4c).
11 Marginal effects, treatment effects and standard errors are estimated using GAUSS 12.
We explore whether parent and child donating behaviour are correlated after controlling for a range of characteristics (such as income, wealth, health and religion) that are expected to influence such intergenerational relationships. As argued by Bekkers (2007) , omitting such controls may lead to spurious correlation between parental and children's behaviour, based on biased empirical results. In terms of the explanatory variables, common covariates in both P X and T X , are controls for the following head of household characteristics: age; gender; ethnicity; years of schooling; health status specifically whether in good/very good health, or whether in excellent health (where poor or very poor health forms the reference category); and religious denomination of the family, whether catholic, protestant, or any other religious group (where no religion forms the reference category). We also control for household labour income, household non-labour income, household wealth and whether the home is owned, either outright or via a mortgage. Following the existing literature, we control for the price of donating to charity, which is determined by taxation as income donated to recognised charities in the U.S. is not subject to income tax. Hence, disposable income falls by less than the full amount donated: the price of the donation becomes the donation net of the saving in tax since each dollar donated to a recognised charity leads to less than one dollar sacrificed for consumption purposes (Auten et al., 2002) .
For households who itemise charitable donations in their tax return, the price of the donation is defined as one minus the household's marginal tax rate on the contribution made, whereas
for households who do not itemise charitable donations, the price of the donation is one:
donating one dollar means that there is one dollar less for consumption. Households who itemise are assigned the relevant tax rate using the National Bureau of Economic Research TAXSIM programme, 12 which calculates federal state tax liabilities for survey data based on a range of factors such as earnings, marital status and children.
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As the components of the model are nonlinear, the system is uniquely identified due to these nonlinearities, Greene (2012) . However, it is preferable to identify the three equations on the basis of explicit exclusion restrictions and, hence, this is the approach we take (see, for example, Wooldridge, 2010) . In P X , equations (3a) and (4a), we include the following set of instruments. Firstly, the proportion of households donating by state for age specific (18+) reference groups matched to parents by state and age. This is generated from the main PSID sample rather than the matched parent-offspring sub-sample. We conjecture that this will influence parental donations for those who are in the same social reference space, see Andreoni and Scholz (1998) , i.e. state-age group. However, the donating decision of the child is likely to be independent of this since a different reference group is arguably applicable, i.e. 8-17 years olds. Secondly, we also use a binary indicator for whether the household has itemised for medical expenses in the previous year. The logic here is that tax deduction is an incentive to make donations, see Vesterlund (2006) . Hence, the itemisation status for items other than charitable donations, e.g. medical expenses, may act as proxy for awareness of tax advantages, which might, therefore, be an appropriate predictor for donations. In T X , equations (3b) and (4b), we include a set of binary instruments specifically: whether the parent discusses what their child studies in school on a daily basis;
and whether the parent talks to the child on a daily basis about current events like things 12 See http://www.nber.org/~taxsim/. 13 One remaining issue, however, is that the decision to itemise is arguably not fully exogenous, i.e. the decision to itemise may be influenced by the level of donations. To account for this, as is common in the existing literature (see Auten et al., 2002) , we exclude 'endogenous itemisers' who are defined as those who have itemised but would not have done so in the absence of their actual charitable donations. Due to an additional source of possible endogeneity relating to the price of a charitable donation being a function of both the donation and income, following Auten et al. (2002) , we calculate the price variable firstly by assuming that charitable donations equal zero (i.e. the first dollar price) and then after including a predicted amount of giving, set at 1% of average income. As stated by Auten et al. (2002) , p.376, 'this procedure yields a tax price consistent with the actual costs of giving, but not endogenous to the individual donation decision.' Following the existing literature, we then take an average of the two price variables.
going on in the news. The idea here is that talking to children about their studies and/or events in the media is likely to be associated with the parent talking to the child about making donations to charity, but arguably have no direct influence on the probability that the child donates per se. We also use a binary indicator for whether the child eats with the family on a daily basis as an instrument as it seems likely that children who regularly eat with their parents will have a higher propensity to discuss issues, e.g. donating, yet this is not likely to directly influence the decision of the child to undertake a charitable donation.
14 In C X , we include controls for a range of child characteristics and family level covariates. The following child characteristics are used in the model: gender; ethnicity; age;
whether the child has one sibling, or two or more siblings in the household (no siblings as the reference category); health status, specifically whether in good/very good health, or whether in excellent health (where poor or very poor health forms the reference category); the number of friends that the child has; the amount of the allowance/pocket money received by the child;
whether the child was involved in any volunteer service activities or service clubs in the past 12 months; and a proxy for ability from performance in a reading test, passage comprehension test, and an applied problems test. 15 Finally, we attempt to control for aspects of the child's behaviour by combining a number of variables through factor analysis into a single measure.
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In terms of household controls included in the child's donating equation,
we incorporate the price of donating, household income, wealth, family housing tenure and 14 The validity of the instruments is discussed in the following section. 15 Each test is the age-standardized score in the Woodcock-Johnson Revised Achievement Tests, which are widely used and have been validated extensively (see Woodcock and Johnson, 1990 , for further details of the tests). 16 The underlying variables used in the factor analysis are whether the parent states that the child does each of the following, without adult encouragement, most days or everyday: helps siblings; is kind towards siblings; cooperated with siblings; takes turns with play materials with siblings; or listens to siblings. Also whether the child has given emotional support to their friends over the last 6 months; whether the child has helped friends with things they had to get done, such as homework or chores, a few times a week or more over the last six months; and whether the child has helped parents with things they had to get done, such as chores or running errands, a few times a week or more over the last six months. Note that factor analysis rather than principal components is used due to the variables being measured on different scales. The variables are standardised prior to the factor analysis.
the religious denomination of the family, where these variables are defined as above.
Summary statistics for all of the explanatory variables employed in our empirical analysis are presented in Table 1 in the appendix. 17 In equations (3a, 3b) and (4a, 4b), all covariates in C X are included in the regressors, i.e. C P T { , }  X X X , in order to gain increased efficiency in the estimates (Wooldridge 2010) .
Results
Initially we focus on the results of estimating the univariate models of equations (1) and (2) which consider the determinants of the probability that the child donates. As discussed above this treats both whether the parent donates (amount of the donation) and whether the parent talks to the child about charitable donations as exogenous variables. Hence, we then consider the potential problem of endogeneity and whether this influences our findings by employing the multivariate frameworks given by equations (3a-3c) and (4a-4c).
Univariate Analysis
The results from estimating the univariate models of equations (1) and (2) are shown in Table   2 with marginal effects reported. There are four specifications shown. Columns 1 and 2 are based on estimating equations (1) and (2) conditional upon whether the parent donates to charity, whereas columns 3 and 4 repeat the analysis but are based on the amount that the parent donates. The probability that the child donates is inversely related to, for example, the child being male, which is consistent with the findings of Wilhelm et al. (2011) , and the non labour income of the household. 18 Positive effects on the likelihood that the child donates are found from whether the child volunteers; the passage comprehension test score; and whether the family religious denomination is protestant relative to no religion. Turning to the effect of parental donating behaviour, the results in both columns 1 and 3 reveal that the likelihood 17 It is important to acknowledge that some of the covariates may potentially be endogenous such as pocket money or volunteering, which may lead to bias in the results. We find, however, that omitting such potentially endogenous variables from the model does not influence the results relating to our key parameters of interest. 18 Non labour income includes benefit income for unemployment compensation and child support plus all other sources of transfer income received by the head and spouse.
that the child donates to charity is positively related to the parent donating and also to the amount donated. To be specific, if the parent donates then the probability that the child donates to charity increases by 5.2 percentage points. Or, if the parent increases the amount donated by 1% the probability that the child donates to charity increases by 1 percentage point. Hence, there is some evidence of an intergenerational effect in donating behaviour when parental donating behaviour is treated as exogenous. However, this effect becomes statistically insignificant once whether the parent talks to the child about donating is entered into the model, see columns 2 and 4. In particular, whether the parent talks to the child about donating is associated with around 10 percentage points higher probability that the child donates.
There is some evidence in the existing literature to suggest differential effects of parental role modelling upon children's altruistic behaviour. For example, Stukas et al. (1999) found that parental role modelling had a larger impact on the self-image of young females and argued that this subsequently might imply a stronger effect on girls' pro-social behaviour. This is consistent with the reasoning put forward by Eisenberg et al. (2006) where a higher level of moral reasoning is sometimes exhibited by girls. Consequently, girls might be more responsive to parental role modelling whilst boys have to be encouraged verbally to donate. Similarly, there may be differential effects of parental role modelling and verbalisation by race. Often giving and volunteering are considered to be closely related prosocial behaviour, see, for example, Wilhelm et al. (2011) , and so it could be argued that the influence of role modelling and conversations about giving may differ between parents who volunteer compared to those who do not undertake voluntary work. A similar argument could also be made for whether the parent reports a religious denomination or not. All these characteristics might influence the intergenerational transmission in different ways and so we test the equality of the key parameters between groups, explicitly: sons -daughters; white -non-white; parent volunteers -non volunteer; and family religious -non religious. The results of testing the equality of the inter-generational coefficient 0  , the verbalisation coefficient 0  , and the interaction coefficient 0  are shown in Table 3 . Interestingly, the only group where statistical differences are found in the key coefficients is for those families reporting a religious denomination relative to those who do not.
We have repeated the univariate empirical analysis of equations (1) and (2) decomposing parental donations into those to religious and non-religious organisations, the results are reported in Table 4 in Panels A and B respectively where four specifications are shown as in Table 2 . The analysis reveals that, when the binary parent donating indicator is replaced with whether the parent donates to a religious cause, see Panel A, the intergenerational marginal effect, 0  , is always positive and statistically significant associated with around a 10 percentage point increase in the probability that the child donates. Focusing on the amount of religious donation made by the family, this is always statistically significant with a one per cent increase in the level of the donation associated with around a 2 percentage points higher probability that the child donates. The effect of the parent talking about donating remains in terms of statistical significance and economic magnitude. There is no evidence to support the premise that direct attempts by the parent to influence their offspring's behaviour strengthen the intergenerational correlation in donating behaviour, i.e.
the null hypothesis that 0 =0  is not rejected. Conversely replacing the parental donating indicator with one for whether the parent donates to non-religious organisations is statistically insignificant when talking to the child about donating is included in the specification, see Table 4 Panel B. However, the effect of talking remains throughout. 19 Thus the results suggest that the transmission of religious giving is stronger potentially as a by-product of the transmission of religion (although this is controlled for at the family level).
Univariate Analysis -Robustness
The analysis thus far has dealt with repeated observations on the same child, which can be a maximum of two years, by clustering at this level of aggregation. What follows aims to investigate whether the results are sensitive to: (i) employing a child fixed effects estimator;
(ii) clustering at both the child and sibling level, i.e. two-way clustering of the standard errors; and (iii) adopting a sibling fixed effects estimator. In the robustness analysis we focus upon overall charitable donations for brevity. 20 In order to implement a fixed effects estimator and adopt two-way clustering of the standard errors, we use the linear probability model (LPM). Firstly, equations (1) and (2) are re-estimated using the LPM clustering at the child level to see whether the results are similar to that of the univariate probit estimator. The results are reported in Table 5 Panel A which has the same structure as Table 2 . Columns 1 and 2 are based on estimating equations (1) and (2) conditional on whether the parent donates to charity, whereas columns 3 and 4 repeat the analysis but are based on the amount that the parent donates. Clearly, in terms of the magnitudes of the coefficients and statistical significance of the primary variables of interest, the findings are very similar to that of the probit specifications. 21 In particular, a parent talking to their child about donating is associated with around an 11 percentage points higher probability of the child donating. In Panels B and C of Table 5 , we re-estimate the same specifications allowing for child fixed effects and two way clustering, respectively.
The advantage of the LPM fixed effects estimator is that for some children we have two observations at different points in time and hence it is possible to account for unobservable time invariant child effects which might influence their decision to donate.
Specifically, introducing child, C, and time, t, subscripts to the error terms in equations (1) and (2) In the empirical analysis discussed thus far, the standard errors are clustered at the cross sectional unit of observation, i.e. the child, with the exception of the LPM child fixed effects estimator. However, it is possible that there are multiple children (siblings) in the sample and so it may also be important to take into account clustering at this additional level of aggregation. Indeed, for our sample of children, only 45% have no siblings in the sample.
To investigate this, we apply the Cameron et al. (2011) estimator, where standard errors in the current application are clustered both at the child and family level. Failing to accommodate the potential clustering within families could result in standard errors being under-estimated. The results of the two way clustering analysis are shown in Table 5 Panel C where only the t-statistics differ (the point estimates are the same). Again the results are consistent with those discussed above. The predominant finding is that it is whether the parent talks to their offspring about donating that matters with the effect remaining statistically significant at the 1 per cent level.
The presence of siblings in the data enables us to employ an alternative strategy which will help improve upon the identification of the influence of parents talking to their offspring upon the child's decision to donate. To do this, we employ a sibling fixed effects estimator where variation that occurs at the sibling level is exploited. This is important in that different 22 We are grateful to an anonymous referee for highlighting the possibility that the difference in the estimated coefficients for parental giving in Panels A and B could imply that the transmission only occurs among those children who are sensitive to parental influence, which is consistent with the results based on the sibling fixed effects model presented in Panel D discussed below.
children, for exogenous reasons, may have been exposed differently to their parent talking to them about making charitable donations. Hence, this potential within family variation enables us to isolate the effect of this verbal directive from influences that both siblings would have been exposed to, i.e. family level covariates including whether the parent donates. The approach we use can be summarised as follows:
The superscripts '1' and '2' refer to the two siblings within the same household, and C s X is a vector of child specific covariates for sibling s, specifically: age; gender; test scores; log allowance; child behaviour; and number of friends, where in equation (8) Table 5 where we report the estimated  parameter only. Clearly, the influence of the parental directive is still apparent, statistically significant, and this is after isolating the common effects upon siblings stemming from family environment and other family fixed effects, both observable, e.g. parental donating behaviour and parental education, and unobservable. Arguably this approach helps to identify the impact of parental verbal directives, exploiting the different exposure of siblings to their parents' talking to their children about making charitable donations within the same household.
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Multivariate Analysis
We now explore the potential problem of endogeneity in the key covariates of interest, i.e.
whether the parent donates to charity or the amount donated and whether they talk to their child about donating. This analysis is based upon estimating the multivariate system of equations, (3a-3c) and (4a-4c), and the results are presented in Tables 6 to 8 . In each alternative model, the joint test that the correlation in the three error terms is equal to zero is rejected endorsing the modelling approach and implying endogeneity between the key variables of interest. 24 Table 6 presents the marginal effects from estimating the trivariate probit model (equations 3a-3c) relating to the exogenous variables for: the probability of whether the parent makes any donations; the probability that the parent talks to the child about donations; and the associated marginal effects related to the probability that the child donates are presented (where direct, indirect and total effects are shown). Table 7 follows a similar structure showing the coefficients (for the censored, i.e. tobit, part of the model) and marginal effects from estimating the simultaneous model (equations 4a-4c) relating to the endogenous variables for: the amount donated to charitable causes; the probability that the parent talks to the child about donations; and the associated marginal effects related to the probability that the child donates are presented (again direct, indirect and total effects are shown). Table 8 reports the associated treatment effects on the key variables of interest.
It is apparent from the first column in Table 6 that head of household characteristics such as ethnicity and years of schooling all influence the probability that the parent donates to 23 An important caveat to note is that this identification strategy is only valid if the sibling variation in exposure to the parental talking about donating is exogenous, i.e. uncorrelated with unobserved sibling differences which may influence their decision to donate to charity. Table 7 , in addition the gender of the parent and age are also statistically significant.
The outcome of whether the parent talks to their child about donating behaviour is shown in the second column of Tables 6 and 7. Family and parental characteristics which are significantly associated with this outcome are: years of schooling; ethnicity; and home ownership. In terms of the instruments employed, all three, i.e. whether the parent discusses school studies, and/or they talk about the news, and whether the family eats meals together, are all individually and also jointly significant. For example, whether the family eat together on a daily basis is associated with around a 3 percentage point higher probability that the child donates to charity.
Statistically significant positive effects on the probability that the child donates to charity, see Tables 6 and 7 final column, are apparent from the number of friends that the child has, the child's participation in volunteer service activities, and the number of years of schooling of the parent. Inverse direct effects on the probability that the child donates are apparent for male children, white children, and the level of household non labour income.
Both sets of instruments used in modelling whether the parent donates to charity (i.e. the proportion of households donating in the state where the family resides, and previous medical itemization) and whether the parent talks about donating to the child (i.e. whether on a daily basis the parent discusses school studies, they talk about current affairs, and they eat together)
are jointly insignificant in the child donating equation. 25 Hence, our findings would suggest that the instruments perform well in a statistical sense and we would argue they are viable intuitively (see Section 2 above).
The ATEs, ATETs and ATEUTs are shown for the binary endogenous variables (i.e.
whether the parent donates to charity and whether they talk to the child about donating) in Table 8 panel A. These are also reported in Table 8 (AME) of whether the parent donates to charity on whether the child donates to charity (amount donated to charity) are all positive, yet statistically insignificant. This is not surprising given that there are no significant indirect effects stemming from the parental donating equation on the child's donating decision, as can be seen from the anti-penultimate column of Tables 6 and 7 . Conversely, it is clear from both of the models estimated that the effects from the parent talking to their child about donating to charity are large, positive and statistically significant, at around 13 percentage points in the multivariate probit model (see Table 8 Panel A). This is due to the significant indirect effects of the parent talking to their 25 To further provide some insight into the validity of the instruments in the parent donates equation, namely the proportion of households donating by state-age reference group and whether the family itemized for medical expenses in the previous year, we adopt an approach to exogeneity following Smith and Blundell (1986) . To do this, equations (3a) and (3c) are estimated separately as univariate probit models. Initially, equation (3a) is estimated and then we test whether the residuals (linear prediction) from the first stage regression, i.e. the parent's donating equation, are statistically significant in equation (3c), i.e. the child's donating equation. The residuals from the first stage are found to be statistically insignificant in the child donating equation (3c) and the instruments are jointly statistically significant in the parental donating equation at the 1% level, implying validity of their use in this application. We adopt the same approach to test the validity of the instruments in the talking equation (3b), namely whether the parent discusses the child's studies on a daily basis, whether they talk about current affairs on a daily basis, and whether the family eats meals together daily. The residuals from equation (3b) are insignificant in the child donating equation (3c) and are jointly significant in the talking equation at the 1% level, which again implies validity of the instruments.
offspring about making charitable donations on the decision of the child to donate (see penultimate column of Tables 6 and 7 ). This would suggest that, whilst there is no direct intergenerational effect from the overall donating behaviour of parents on their children's donating behaviour, talking about donating appears to be important.
The exception to this is when we decompose parental donations into religious causes and non-religious causes where the treatment effects are shown in Tables 9 and 10 respectively. 26 There is evidence of an intergenerational effect between whether the parent makes a donation to a religious charity and the probability that the child donates. Specifically, the treatment effect is approximately 10 percentage points (Table 9 Panel A) which is similar in magnitude to the univariate results reported in Table 4 
Conclusion
In this paper we have contributed to the empirical literature on the analysis of charitable donations by exploring the relationship between the donating behaviour of parents and their offspring aged less than 18, i.e. pre-adulthood. Our findings suggest that whether the parent 26 Full marginal effects for the two decompositions are available from the authors upon request. 27 Since the question about which the child gives refers to 'last year' we cannot rule out the possibility that a positive response to the talking question shows that parents talk to the child about previous giving. The fact that talking about giving is significant in all specifications estimated could imply that the effect from talking is a result of past giving by the child and not vice versa. However, the correlation coefficient between whether the child donated in the previous year and whether the parent talks to the child is relatively small at 0.0351 and statistically insignificant (p-value=0.3409) so arguably this is unlikely to be a concern.
donates to charity and whether the parent talks to the child about donating both have positive influences on the probability that the child donates to charity. However, the intergenerational effect relating to the parent's donating behaviour is driven to statistical insignificance once we simultaneously control for whether the parent talks to their child about donating. The only exception to this is when parental donations are decomposed into religious and non-religious causes where for the former there is evidence of a direct intergenerational effect. This suggests that parents through talking are able to influence this aspect of their offsprings'
behaviour and help to nurture the generosity and altruistic behaviour of their children. Schokkaert (2006) discusses the important role that social learning plays via reinforcement or imitation in the formation of preferences. Moreover, evidence suggests a hysteresis effect in that someone who has donated in the past is more likely to donate in the future. Thus, it may be the case that individuals who donate during childhood are more likely 28 It is important to acknowledge that, throughout the paper, it is assumed that intergenerational transmission occurs from parents to children. However, Harris (1998) , who summarises the research in developmental psychology, argues that causality in parent-child relationships is bidirectional, parents influence their children and children also influence their parents: 'the relationship between a parent and a child, like any other relationship between two individuals, is a two-way street,' p.26. Furthermore, Harris (1998) argues that if parents do have effects on children, it must be a different effect for different children 'since children raised by the same parents do not turn out alike,' p. 353. Hence, as argued by an anonymous reviewer, some children may be sensitive to parental 'preaching' about the importance of generosity, while others are not or less so. The former type of children may attract more conversations about giving. 29 As highlighted by an anonymous referee, the three channels distinguished by Dohmen et al. (2012) are similar to those distinguished by Bekkers (2007) .
to donate as adults. We provide some preliminary evidence for this by tracking 1,487 children (observed in either 2001 or 2007) into adulthood in the latest wave of the PSID in 2011. For this sub sample, the average age when observed as a child (adult) is 14 (23). The correlation between whether individuals donated as children and whether they donated to charity in early adulthood is 0.1103 (p-value 0.000), which is consistent with a hysteresis effect.
Philanthropic behaviour has already attracted considerable attention in the economics literature yet to date little is known about the intergenerational relationship between the donating behaviour of parents and their offspring. Our empirical findings have served to shed some light on how parents influence the donating behaviour of their children and hopefully will serve to stimulate further interest in this research area. Notes: (i) control variables in both Panels A and B are as given in Table 2. (ii) Note: In specifications 1 and 3 (2 and 4) d=24 (d=26). Table 2A . ( 
